Unfortunately, the same is true of most of legal education: we don't have clients. Professor López's enduring contribution-Rebellious Lawyering is only one of many-is his insistence that clients are central to lawyering: the need to work collaboratively with them, root our work in their communities, and engage them authentically as human beings. As lawyers, we can be as skilled, devoted, and intrepid as we want. But without understanding, knowing how to work with, and finding common cause with our clients-as individuals, organizations, coalitions, communities, and social movements-and without attending to the political, social, economic, and historical circumstances in which we, together, find ourselves, we do our clients a disservice and accomplish nothing long-term.
Milstein has observed that client-centered lawyering is "perhaps [our] ideological core." 2 Yet even in the clinical canon, we undertake an eclectic study of the client at best. We spend much of our time as clinicians scrutinizing the lawyer-client relationship, but I know of no curricular approach that begins with a systematic, interdisciplinary study of clients as human beings. As Professor López lamented in Rebellious Lawyering, at some level, we understood our problems with legal education to be deeper than our daily complaints. We realized that we were not just unhappy but in many ways unchallenged. Unchallenged by a place that had no idea about, and apparently little interest in, how to design its curriculum to systematically expose students to the complex lives of people like those with whom I had grown up. Unchallenged by a place that had no idea about, and apparently little interest in, how to draw on interdisciplinary knowledge that bears on both understanding and doing something to fight social, political, economic, and legal marginalization. Unchallenged by a place that had no idea about, and apparently interest in, how to enrich its faculty, its curriculum, its scholarship, and its communal life with more than just a token woman or person of color. 3 In this essay, I suggest that we create a distinct field of academic inquiry: clients, in particular subordinated clients. Rising to Professor López's challenge, I propose that we organize the disparate strands of practice and scholarship in this area and develop a theoretical framework by which to study them. 4 I attempt a modest step in that direction here. After summarizing the current conception and treatment of clients in the legal curriculum, I harness and reconceive various strands of literature and weave them into one curricular model for client studies. We are well-familiar with the ways in which most people are denied access to the legal system, less so with the ways in which that marginalization begins in law school. Outside of clinical instruction, law students deal rarely, if at all, with actual clients. The study of law is dehumanized-literally. I argue that we ought to align legal education with human need and teach law and lawyering not from the surreptitious, purportedly objective, perspective of legal doctrine nor simply from the professional perspective of the lawyer, but from the basic interests of actual, subordinated human beings. Instead of deforming human reality to suit the requirements of a legal status quo or conceiving of clients purely as professionals, we ought to humanize legal study and practice by starting with our clients' needs, sensitizing our students to them, and insisting that the legal system comply.
CLIENTS IN THE LEGAL CURRICULUM
Human beings are, of course, legal actors. To the extent that legal actors are clients (or potential clients), therefore, and coupled with the actual clients of clinics and field placements, it can be said that client studies are already, unavoidably part of the legal curriculum. On one end of the legal curricular spectrum is the constructed, cardboard client of the first-year doctrinal class, on the other the actual clients of clinics and field placements. In between and beyond are the simulated clients of legal research and writing, lawyering, student competition, and other simulation and experiential courses; the intersectional clients of critical theory; the embodied clients of law and psychology, neuroscience, and bodily studies; and the sociological clients of socio-legal studies. 5 As I argue below, while extensive and overlapping, these discrete renditions are, by and large, disconnected, and, as such, are limited in their portrayals of the legal client.
The Constructed, 'Cardboard' Client of the Traditional Doctrinal Course
The clients encountered by the vast majority of law students are constructed: abstract figures stripped of human semblance. Encountering prospective clients from the perspective of institutions far removed from ordinary human existence-appellate courts-law students conceive a particular abstraction of the human juridical subject. Here, human identity and circumstance are defined by legal doctrine and formal legal institutions. 6 In doctrinal courses, we are legal actors engaged in criminal or tortious conduct (Criminal Law and Torts); we bargain freely and autonomously (Contracts); we are creditors or debtors (Property); we possess standing to sue (Civil Procedure); we enjoy inherent rights and suffer immutable characteristics (Constitutional Law). We are criminal defendants, personal injury plaintiffs, business owners, landlords, tenants, husbands, wives, par- William Simon has observed that there have been three conceptions of "man" in legal study: "Economic Man"-the "rational, egoistic, and materialistic" being associated with the constitutional doctrines of substantive due process and prominent from the late 19th century to the 1930s; "Sociological Man," a being associated with the legal realists and whose fundamental disposition is towards altruism; and "Psychological Man," whose foremost claim is to the "whole person" and whose goal is to achieve "a largely internal satisfaction, a 'sense of well-being,' . . . substantially independent of material factors or social relations." 8 "Cardboard clients," Ann Shalleck has called them: autonomous individuals who seek only to maximize their wealth and freedom 9 and whose essences boil down to these underlying motivations. Generally speaking, as far as legal doctrine is concerned, it does not matter whether you are male or female, black or white, gay or straight. Indeed, these realities are interchangeable in hypothetical classroom discussion. Traditional legal education individualizes the legal actor and, as Professor Shalleck observes, simultaneously strips clients of individual identity and gives them new identities and understandings necessitated by legal doctrine-a utilitarian undertaking designed to justify doctrinal development. 10 The "certainty" of this process, she observes further, "is in direct contradiction to the open acceptance of ambiguity that characterizes evaluation of the same court's statements about the law." 11 By force of circumstance, these new identities and understandings have had to accommodate assorted realities of the human condition. We no longer assume rationality in all contexts, for example, as emotional disability and duress are common human afflictions; we also recognize emotional harm as legally compensable. Equally-perhaps more-significant, the struggles of the poor, oppressed, and exploited have forced reconceptions of the legal actor. Even though we often continue to assume an autonomous, rational, gains-and freedom-maximizing (not to mention, straight, white, middle-class, male) legal subject and object we are not so entirely limited. Thanks to the movements for racial, sexual, and gender equality; labor, welfare, immigrants', and disability rights; and others, our doctrinal conception of the client has been rendered diverse-theoretically at least. As opposed to one cardboard client, today we have many of them: equal protection plaintiffs, public benefits recipients, criminal defendants, and so on-a diversity, to be sure, but one-dimensional diversities in the law's understanding of their humanity nonetheless. Presuming formal equality, Lucille Jewel observes, the "core language" of legal reasoning "privileges technical form and levels of legal authority over social contexts and moral issues . . . and tends to situate legal actors equally and erase and ignore social differences." 12
The Simulated Client of Legal Research and Writing, Lawyering, Student Competition, and Other Experiential Courses
In contrast to the constructed, cardboard client of the doctrinal course, legal research and writing, lawyering, student competition, and other experiential courses place students in-role as attorneys and develop the dramatis personae involved in client representation. 13 Many of us create these exercises in extended fashion, imbuing them with realistic detail. Case simulation is essential pedagogical practice, increasingly occupying a greater role in legal education given the ABA's new experiential requirements. 14 Here, students encounter simulated clients, composite characters possessing four essential features. First, they are, of course, fictional, an artifact that can both dramatize but also delimit the breadth and depth of human nature. Second, because simulations are designed to relate to pre-existing doctrinal and practical frameworks, simulated clients tend to be bereft of "extraneous" or legally irrelevant features and circumstances. That is, simulations tend to ascribe to clients the very "identities and understandings" necessitated by legal doctrine, as noted by Professor Shalleck. 15 with individual, not social, detail. Simulated clients tend to be individual, not social, actors. Finally, simulated clients are standardized for pedagogical and assessment purposes. New York Law School, for example, aims for its actors "to assume the same profile, to know the same facts, and to respond appropriately to student questions and techniques so that the experience of each student is as close as possible to that of all other students." 16 Ironically, therefore, a client's individuality also tends to be excised in simulated settings. As with the cardboard client of the traditional doctrinal course, students' understanding of the simulated client is utilitarian, fragmentary, static, and decontextualized-that is, stripped of the very human realities in need of legal attention and recognition.
The Actual Clients of Clinics and Field Placements 17
Clinical and field placement courses have been the primary correctives to these fictitious understandings. Occupying the opposite end of today's common legal curriculum, clinics and externships expose students to actual clients and the myriad complexities that attend each and every representation. Here, we find real human beings: Mrs. G., 18 Josephine V., 19 Boston Chinatown activists, 20 immigrant workers, 21 the movements for Black Lives 22 and marriage equality, 23 among countless others. Storytelling has been the principal literary device through which clinicians (and other legal scholars) have explored the human condition, Indeed, Rebellious Lawyering is a prime example of this genre. In the clinical canon we find story upon story of actual clients. As Binny Miller has observed, clinicians have written:
stories about actual clients seeking a wide range of public benefits, ranging from clients fighting to receive food stamps for their foster families to clients seeking milk and diapers for their infants to a 16 We tell these stories for a variety of instructional ends, among them to teach respect or about paternalism, 25 autonomy, 26 complexity, 27 empathy, 28 reconstructive case theory, 29 and aging and competence. 30 In the process, given the client-centered core of clinical pedagogy, we invariably have had to study clients in their countless guises and in their "full context-culturally, politically and economically." 31 It is no accident, for example, that clinicians have been pioneers in law and psychology 32 and law and organizing. 33 Characterizing clinical studies of clients, in other words, is an interdisciplinary perspective that draws from the fields of law, psychology, neuroscience, bodily studies, critical theory, sociology, anthropology, political science, and economics, among a host of other disciplines. And given that the vast majority of our clientele is subordinated, these studies constitute, in particular, a canon grounded in human plight and struggle. 24 But broad and deep as the clinical canon is, I know of no attempt to integrate these (and other) studies into a systematic curricular whole. And whereas I would argue for basing the study of the client outside of the lawyer-client relationship, 34 most approaches remain anchored in that professional perspective. Rebellious Lawyering is, of course, Professor López's critique of one such perspective: the elitist practice of what he called "regnant" lawyering. 35 Since then, Kate Kruse has elaborated on the "plural values" of client-centered lawyering and various approaches that approximate those that I advocate for here. 36 Despite the deficiencies and eclecticism of client studies in doctrinal, experiential, and clinical courses, there are, beyond them, numerous scholarly inquiries that fill in gaps. These inquiries also present an incomplete rendition of the client; and together, they form a disorganized, perplexing whole. In the following sections, I note the emergence of these various inquiries and, in the final section, propose a reweaving and development of this entire body of work that might create a more complete and coherent curriculum of the legal client.
The Intersectional Clients of Critical Theory
Beyond the common curriculum, critical theory has served as the principal jurisprudential current challenging the formalist, utilitarian notion of the legal subject. Insisting on the subjectivity of the legal actor, critical legal studies, critical race theory, feminist jurisprudence, and queer jurisprudence point to differences based on class, race, sex, gender, and sexual orientation. Describing the multidimensionality and intersectionality of human identity and subordination, these theoretical currents endow the cardboard client with complexity and diversity. And adopting the legal realist approach to law, politics, economics, and society, they question formalist legal agency, challenge assumptions about client autonomy and equality, and advance political and moral claims about law and the legal system. Given our common zeitgeist, 37 many clinicians use critical theory to deepen students' understanding of actual clients. In two clinics at American University, for example, Margaret Johnson and her col-34 I realize the seeming contradiction between calling for the study of the "client", which presupposes a professional relationship, and calling for that study to be based outside of that relationship. What I mean is the study of the client beyond his, her, or their identities as such. See also supra note 5 on "client" as identity. 35 leagues used feminist theory to teach students about difference, introduce them to a systemic critique of the legal system, and discuss the role of power, privilege, and agency. 38 Similarly, Robert Williams developed a "critical race practice" clinic focused on Indian law at the University of Arizona. 39 Intentional or not, many clinicians ineluctably draw on critical theory to examine the realities of race, class, sex, gender, and sexual orientation with our students.
The Embodied Client of Law, Psychology, Neuroscience, and the Body
The fields of law and psychology, neuroscience, and the body, too, increasingly have informed and supplemented these clinical and critical investigations. Here, we find the "embodied" client. For example, Marjorie Silver was among the first to draw on psychological literature to explain client behavior. 40 More recently, in their book, "Psychology for Lawyers," Jennifer Robbennolt and Jean Sternlight draw on Professor Silver's and others' work to understand human behavior in negotiation, litigation, and decision-making. 41 Similarly, Carwina Weng calls upon the use of cognitive and social psychology to teach students cultural self-awareness 42 and Richard Birke has examined the practical applications of neuroscience in settlement. 43 Spawning movements for "therapeutic jurisprudence" and "affective lawyering," this literature has deep ramifications for such basic legal precepts as the reason-emotion duality, rationality, the reliability of eyewitness testimony, the epistemology of fact, and the nature of persuasion. Joshua Greene and Jonathan Cohen argue that recent advances in neuroscience "will probably have a transformative effect on the law . . . by transforming people's moral intuitions about free will and responsibility." 44 away from punishment aimed at retribution in favour of a more progressive, consequentialist approach to the criminal law." 45 Finally, emerging scholarship in how the law is embodied-in Michel de Certeau's words, "inscribed on bodies" 46 -promises to deepen even further our understanding of the client as a human organism.
The Sociological Client of Socio-Legal Studies
Finally, the broad field of socio-legal studies offers other interdisciplinary scholarship on the legal actor. Here, we find the sociological client. Drawing from the fields of sociology, anthropology, political science, economics, psychology, and others, law and society scholars study clients in these various contexts and provide insight informed by empirical and ethnographic data. These "macrostudies", as Professor Miller calls them, 47 include inquiries into the legal consciousness of the welfare poor, defendants' satisfaction in and views of the criminal justice system, 48 small-claims plaintiffs, traffic and misdemeanor defendants, and housing court tenants. 49 I would include in this category Matthew Desmond's ethnography of poor families facing eviction, Michelle Alexander's study of mass incarceration, Barbara Ehrenreich's undercover investigation of the lives of the working poor, Jonathan Kozol's research on black and white public school students, 50 and other such studies of the subordinated.
SYSTEMATIZING THE STUDY OF THE LEGAL CLIENT
We clearly have a wealth of knowledge about legal clients. But much of this knowledge resides outside the common legal curriculum. Separately, they are incomplete, and together, they are disorganized. Unlike the encyclopedic coherence of legal doctrine or the clinical focus on the lawyer-client relationship, law students draw at best on an eclectic know-how of the human condition. ted to rebellious lawyering, I imagine, struggle (as I do) to piece together a curriculum that honors the client-centered core of our pedagogy. Given our dual professional commitment, as lawyers and clinicians, to represent and teach about our clients, the systematization of client studies is long overdue. If we are to collaborate with our clients, root our work in their communities, and engage them authentically as human beings; if we truly want to understand, know how to work with, and find common cause with them as individuals, organizations, coalitions, communities, and social movements and attend to the political, social, economic, and historical circumstances in which we, together, find ourselves, then I suggest we knit together the various pedagogical and intellectual strands I summarize above into a systematic whole. Such a project, I sketch in this section, might organize the literature and study the client in six dimensions: as human organisms, as legal actors, as subordinated class members, as social actors, as individual selves, and as political agents.
Client as Human Organism
We ought to begin with the human organism. Humans are not the rational, gains-maximizing actor of case-method lore. Nor for that matter simply "sociological," "psychological," or "political," as described by Professor Simon. 51 We are, to the contrary, embodied beings predisposed to think, feel, and act in complex, contradictory, often irrational and self-destructive, ways. As mentioned, legal scholars have drawn from the fields of psychology, neuroscience, and bodily studies in order to better understand human makeup and behavior and better relate with clients. Indeed, some of these scholars draw on such studies to call for the practice of law as a healing profession. 52 We ought to continue to look to this work to provide the basis for our conception of the legal subject and object. Students need to understand, for example, that we access reality not so much through our senses, as is commonly believed, but through our biases, which has profound implications for the creation of "fact". They need to understand the transhistorical and transcultural nature of storytelling and the way in which narrative creates "fact" and therefore is key to persuasive legal argument. 53 Students also need to understand basic psychodynamics in order to interview and counsel effectively, as well as 51 Simon, supra note 8, at 492. 52 practice cultural self-awareness, as Professor Weng argues. Just as fundamentally, we need to do away with the reason-emotion duality at the root of legal analysis and acknowledge the fallability and suggestibility of human memory. By the same token, we ought to continue to draw on the neurosciences to reexamine such basic legal precepts as autonomy and choice. Discussing criminal culpability, for example, Joshua Greene and Jonathan Cohen argue that while legal doctrine can accommodate recent neuroscientific findings because the law makes no assumptions about the neural basis of behavior, neuroscience will nonetheless change the law "by undermining the intuitive, libertarian conceptions of free will on which retributivism depends." 54 Arguing that "neuroscience will challenge and ultimately reshape our intuitive sense(s) of justice" and "change the way people think about human action and criminal responsibility," Professors Greene and Cohen observe:
Free will as we ordinarily understand it is an illusion generated by our cognitive architecture. Retributivist notions of criminal responsibility ultimately depend on this illusion, and, if we are lucky, they will give way to consequentialist ones, thus radically transforming our approach to criminal justice. At this time, the law deals firmly but mercifully with individuals whose behaviour is obviously the product of forces that are ultimately beyond their control. Some day, the law may treat all convicted criminals this way. That is, humanely. 55 In this day and age, any curriculum of legal study must include the basics of human biological, psychological, and neurological makeup. This is all the more important given the criteria by which we assess the successful law student. As George Critchlow observed of law school applicants:
While their cognitive skills may enable them to perform well in first-year law courses, applicants may lack maturity and emotional intelligence. They may, for example, lack an ability to tolerate difference, to recognize different problem-solving styles, to communicate effectively with a range of diverse people, to help identify realistic goals and strategies, to persuade, to be ethical and avoid the untoward temptations associated with money and power. 
Client as Legal Actor
Client as legal actor is the role most familiar to law students. We need to continue to examine how legal doctrine and formal legal institutions define the client, of course. But we must also supplement this understanding with human and legal realities. That is, we should reclaim and add to cases details shorn from appellate opinions and the Socratic method and reinject those realities into them. For example, students need to know that, in addition to being a passenger of the Long Island Railroad, Helen Palsgraf was a cleaning woman whose litigation costs were triple her annual income. 57 They need to know about how tenants are routinely silenced in housing court, 58 or how defendants experience the criminal justice system. 59 Here, we ought to supplement doctrinal and simulation materials with human attributes and draw from empirical studies of clients' experiences with the legal system. Doing so would undermine the utilitarian understanding of clients as caricatures justifying doctrinal development.
Client as Subordinated Class Member
Foremost among such realities is our clients' experiences of exploitation and oppression. Clinical clients are subordinated by class, race, sex, gender, sexual orientation, and so on. As Professors Greene and Cohen note, "there is no 'him' independent of these [contexts] ." 60 It's therefore essential that we study the subordination borne out of these specific oppressions. Law students need to understand the specificity of wage labor, the history of slavery and Jim Crow, the struggle for LGBTQ equality, among other histories, and the modern-day iterations of these struggles in, say, union drives, the Movement for Black Lives, and marriage equality. Here, we should continue to draw on critical theory and socio-legal studies to deepen our understanding of the subordinated client.
Client as Social Actor
The subordination our clients experience from the legal system, class society, and various oppressions-and the opportunities for liberation made possible by them-form but part of our clients' social world. There are myriad other social dimensions in which our clients also exist: political, religious, cultural, subcultural. Such social experiences manifest themselves in associations, networks, communities, institutions, and other social structures that also require examination if we are to fully understand our clients. Here, too, socio-legal studies provide a rich source of information.
Clients as Individual Self
From these bases-clients' biological makeup and social experiences-are formed our clients' conception of themselves. Similar as our respective makeup and circumstances may be, we are all also, at the same time, unique individuals and regard ourselves as such. We are born with different genes, for example, some of us more prone to certain diseases and behavior over others. Our genetic expression is, in turn, modified by our life experiences, 61 and so on. Professors Greene and Cohen describe this as our "our first-person sense of ourselves," 62 expressed in the "thick" narratives of clients in clinical scholarship. 63 This subjective sense of self is what our client-centered ethos honors and it is what allows for human agency. Here, a curriculum of client studies would draw on and extend the many narratives in the clinical tradition.
Client as Political Agent
Finally, Rebellious Lawyering, like other progressive tracts before and after it, is premised on the conviction that our clients-not us lawyers-are the agents of social change. What has cohered as "law and organizing" literature is essentially the study of the client as political agent. Related to but distinct from narratives of individual clients, studies of client organizations, coalitions, mobilizations, and social movements are key to the extent that they situate clients in collective political struggle. These are profiles of political consciousness and resistance. They provide glimpses of alternative social visions and inspire hope in the possibility of fundamental social change.
TOWARDS CLIENT STUDIES
I teach a Law and Social Justice seminar. In a paper, one of my students wrote: 64 Chief Justice John Roberts visited the University of Montana a few years ago. In a forum with law students, one asked him whether, in deciding cases and writing opinions, he considered how they would affect people "on the ground." The Chief Justice said no. While I suspect he intended to convey the impartiality with which he and his colleagues decided cases, some, perhaps many, of us read a stunning insensitivity to the way he thought about the high Court's responsiveness to-and power over-ordinary human lives. Such an insensitivity constitutes the ideological and structural underpinning of the prevailing-and unjust-socio-economic order. And it is an insensitivity that results, at least in part, from a legal education unmoored from the human condition. Educating and socializing lawyers without actual clients perverts the function of law, misshapes students' professional identities, squanders pro bono opportunities, and perpetuates many of the ills besetting our students and profession. 65 The "new epistemology of practice," argues the Carnegie Report, "start[s] from engagement rather than a claim of detached objectiv-
